We investigated the validity of the dipstick method (Mossman Associates Inc. USA) and the expired CO method to distinguish between smokers and nonsmokers. We also elucidated the related factors of the two methods.
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-"#@*AB3 CDEF Figure 2 . Least-squares mean of expired air CO concentration and urine cotinine using dipstick method by time since last smoking. The analysis was adjusted for age, sex, daily smoking amount and inhalation depth. * Significantly different from smokers who smoked within 2 hours (analysis of covariance with Tukey's adjustment, p<0.05).
Figure 3.
Least-squares mean of expired air CO concentration and urine cotinine using dipstick method by inhalation depth. The analysis was adjusted for age, sex, daily smoking amount and time since last smoking. Only expired air CO showed significant difference among three groups (analysis of covariance).
